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corne out and cease work until the dispute was settled.1
This practice was, of course, for.bidden, but we may
doubt with what success. At the same time the masters
were pretty well unanimous in forbidding the employ-
ment of a craftsman whose dispute with his master had
not been settled. So far as the offence of detaining
wages due was concerned, penalties were often laid down
in gild ordinances,2 while in the case of other disputes
the matter would be settled by the council or court of
the craft.3 The existence of a craft gild practically
implied a court before which disputes between members
of the craft or between craftsmen and customers were
tried.4 Such courts were at first directly under the
borough authorities, the mayor or his deputies presiding
over the weekly courts of the weavers in London in
I300,5 and although they seem to have attained a greater
degree of independence, there seems usually to have been
a right of appeal to the borough court.6 It was probably
to avoid this that some of the Coventry masters took to
impleading craftsmen in spiritual courts, on the ground
that they had broken their oaths in not keeping the
gild rules.7
Too much attention must not be given to the quarrel-
1 Riley, Mems. of London, 248, 307 ; cf. Acts of P. C., 1542-7,
p. 367 ; L. &» P. Hen. VIII, xiii (i), 1454, a strike of shoemakers
at Wisbeach for higher rates of payment.
z Riley, Mems. of London, 307, 514; Lambert, Two Thousand
Years of Gild Life, 216.
3 e. g. Little Red Book of Bristol, ii. 13.
*	See the proceedings of the  court of the tailors at Exeter.
Toulmin Smith, English Gilds, 299-321 :  cf. Jupp, Hist, of Carpen-
ters' Co., 348.
*	Liber Cust., i. 122 ; cf. Borough Recs. of Leicester, i. 89.
0 Little Red Book of Bristol, ii. 14.
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